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execution is a user enploying a personal conputer at hone to

run a programon a work station at his office.

A conputer executing a process nust | ocate objects stored
therein, e.g., on the conputer’s hard drive. Accordingly, the
appel l ant provides a | ocal conputer and a renote conputer with
a respective context, i.e., a list of name-to-object
associ ations or name bindings. A nane is resolved relative to
a context. |If a process is executed on the |ocal conputer,
the context of the |ocal conputer naturally includes the
requi site nanme bindings for |ocating the necessary objects

stored in the conputer.

If a process is initiated by the |ocal conputer but
executed on the renote conputer, however, the latter conputer
needs to | ocate objects on the former conputer. Accordingly,
the Il ocal conputer transfers its context to the renote
conputer. The renote conputer then adds necessary portions of
its own context to the first context. The necessary portions
i ncl ude non-generic object bindings (e.g., for data files) of

the second context. More specifically, the appellant provides
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a synbolic link generic to both the |Iocal and renote
conputers. The synbolic link is not changed when the context
of the local conputer is transferred to the renote conputer

I nstead, the synbolic link is itself linked to the |Iocal or

renote conputer by another synbolic |ink.

Claim44, which is representative for present purposes,
fol | ows:

44, A nethod of selectively locally executing a
process on a first conputer, or renotely executing
the process on a second conputer upon initiation by
the first conputer, conprising the steps of:

(a) providing a first context on the first
conmput er i ncludi ng obj ect nanme bindi ngs having a
| ocal machine nane which is a synbolic link for
speci fying a conputer on which execution is to be
per f or med;

(b) providing a second context of object nane
bi ndi ngs on the second conputer;

(b) [sic] if the process is to be locally
executed on the first conputer, |inking the |ocal
machi ne nanme to the first conputer, and controlling
the first conputer to execute the process; and

(c) if the process is to be renotely executed on
t he second conputer, transferring the first context
fromthe first conputer to the second conputer
addi ng the second context to the first context,
linking the local nmachine nanme to the second
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conputer, and controlling the second conputer to
execute the process.

(Appeal Br. at 14.)

The prior art applied by the exam ner in rejecting the
clains follows:

Nel son et al. (“Nelson”) 5,577, 252 Nov.
19, 1996
(filed July 28, 1993)

Radia et al. (“Radia”), The Per-Process View of Nam ng
and Renote Execution, |EEE Parallel & Distributed
Technol ogy, Aug. 1993, pp 71-79.

Clainms 44-59 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as obvi ous
over Nelson in view of Radia. Rather than reiterate the
argunents of the appellant or examner in toto, we refer the
reader to the brief and answer for the respective details

t her eof .

OPI NI ON
After considering the record, we are persuaded that the

exam ner erred in rejecting clains 44-59. Accordingly, we
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reverse. We begin by summarizing the examner's rejection and

t he appel l ant*s argunents.

Adm tting that “Nelson et al. does not explicitly

di scl ose the inplenmentation of a | ocal machine nane which is a
synbolic link for specifying a conputer on which execution is
to be perforned,” (Examiner’s Answer at 5), the exam ner

asserts, "Radia discloses the inplenentation of a |ocal

machi ne name whi ch

is a synbolic link for specifying a conputer on which
execution

is to be perfornmed [p. 74, col. 2]." (ld.) The appellant
argues, "[e]ven if Nelson were provided with the synbolic

I i nki ng arrangenent of Radia, the conbination would still not
render clains 44 and 52 obvi ous because both of these
references | ack the clainmed arrangenent of providing a

synbolic Ilink to a local machine nanme, and |inking the |ocal
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machi ne nanme itself to a particular conputer." (Appeal Br. at

9.)

I n deci di ng obvi ousness, “[a]nalysis begins with a key

| egal question -- what is the invention clainmd?” Panduit

Corp. v. Dennison Mg. Co., 810 F.2d 1561, 1567, 1 USPQd

1593, 1597 (Fed. Cir. 1987)(enphasis in original). “Caim
interpretation ... wll normally control the remainder of the
deci sional process.” 1d. at 1597-1598, 1 USPQ2d at 1597.

Here, claim 44 specifies in pertinent part the foll ow ng
[imtations: "(a) providing ... a local nachine nanme which is
a synbolic link for specifying a conputer on which execution
is to be perfornmed; ... (b) if the process is to be locally
executed on the first conputer, |inking the |ocal machine nanme
to the first conputer, and controlling the first conmputer to
execute the process; and ... (c) if the process is to be
renmotely executed on the second conputer, transferring the
first context fromthe first conputer to the second conputer
addi ng the second context to the first context, linking the

| ocal machine nane to the second conputer, and controlling the

second conmputer to execute the process.” Simlarly, claimb52
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specifies in pertinent part the followng Ilimtations: “a

| ocal machine nane which is a synbolic link for specifying a
conput er on which execution is to be perforned; ... the first
conputer is configured to, if the process is to be locally
executed on itself, link the | ocal machine nane to itself and
execute the process; and the first conputer is further
configured to, if the process is to be renotely executed on

t he second conputer, transfer the first context fromitself to
t he second conputer; the second conputer being configured to
add the second context to the first context, link the |ocal
machi ne nanme to itself, and execute the process.”

Accordingly, clains 44 and 52 require inter alia providing a

| ocal machi ne nane, which is a synbolic link for specifying a
conput er on which execution is to be perforned, and |inking

the I ocal machi ne nane to such a conputer

Havi ng determ ned what subject matter is being clained,
the next inquiry is whether the subject matter is obvious.
“In rejecting clainms under 35 U S.C. Section 103, the exam ner

bears the initial burden of presenting a prinma facie case of

obvi ousness.” In re Rjckaert, 9 F.3d 1531, 1532, 28 USPQd
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1955, 1956 (Fed. Cir. 1993)(citing In re Cetiker, 977 F. 2d

1443, 1445, 24 USPQR2d 1443, 1444 (Fed. Cr. 1992)). ""Aprinma
faci e case of obviousness is established when the teachings
fromthe prior art itself would appear to have suggested the
clai med subject matter to a person of ordinary skill in the

art. In re Bell, 991 F.2d 781, 782, 26 USPQ@d 1529, 1531

(Fed. Cir. 1993) (quoting In re R nehart, 531 F.2d 1048, 1051,

189 USPQ 143, 147 (CCPA 1976)).

Here, although the colum of Radia on which the exam ner
relies nentions that “[p]rogrammers or users are generally
insul ated fromdealing with the names of other nmachi nes by
synbolic links,” Radia, p. 74, the examner fails to show that
the reference’s synbolic Iinks are thenselves linked to
conputers on which execution is to be performed. To the
contrary, the appellant, who coauthored the reference,!’
explains that in Radia, “a synbolic link is not itself
synbolically linked to a conputer, but is manually changed

from one al phanunmeric string to another to specify the

IOn the copy of Radia in the record, the exam ner circled
t he coauthor’s nane and noted that he was the “[a] pplicant.”
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conput er on which execution is to be perforned.” (Appeal Br.
at 11.) In Radia, noreover, “during a typical renote
execution froma parent machine to a server in the sane

di vision, /mdenotes a parent machine's namng tree, [and] /n
denotes a server's namng tree ....” P. 76. The appellant-
coaut hor further explains, “[a]lthough mand ml are both
synbolic Iinks which specify a conmputer on which execution is
to be perforned, they are not thenselves synbolically |inked
to a particular conputer as required by the |anguage of
present clainms 44 and 52. Instead, the |inks thenselves are
changed from one al phanuneric string to the other (mto m).”

(Appeal Br. at 10.)

The appellant’s explanation is consistent with his
description of the “EPort distributed environnent, devel oped
in part by the [appellant].” (Spec. at 4.) 1In such an
environnment, “[t]he name bindi ngs of sonme objects, such as the
bi ndi ngs of objects generic to both the parent and child
conputers, are changed to point to the child conputer. That
i's, the nane bindings of these objects are changed so that the

obj ects may be accessed by the child process directly fromthe
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child conputer, rather than fromthe parent conputer.” (Spec.
at 4-5.) The exam ner, noreover, does not challenge the

appel I ant’ s expl anati on.

Because the exam ner fails to show that Radia s synbolic
links are linked to conputers on which execution is to be
performed or to challenge the appellant’s expl anation that
they are not so linked, we are not persuaded that the
teachings fromthe applied prior art would have suggested the
l[imtations of "(a) providing ... a local nachine nanme which
is a synbolic link for specifying a conputer on which
execution is to be perforned; ... (b) if the process is to be
| ocally executed on the first conputer, |inking the |ocal
machi ne name to the first conputer, and controlling the first
conputer to execute the process; and ... (c) if the process is
to be renotely executed on the second conputer, transferring
the first context fromthe first conputer to the second
conput er, addi ng the second context to the first context,

I inking the |ocal nmachine nane to the second conputer, and
controlling the second conputer to execute the process” or “a

| ocal machine nane which is a synbolic link for specifying a
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conput er on which execution is to be perforned; ... the first
conputer is configured to, if the process is to be locally

executed on itself, link the local nachine nane to ink th 9fcthevTt macis t
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REVERSED

ERROL A. KRASS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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